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THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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4) |3 Claim(s) 1-21 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claims 1-3, 5, 7, 15, 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

Kagami (US 5,394,369) in view of Lehmann et al. (US 2004/0140835). 

Regarding claim 1 , Kagami teaches test date corresponding to testing a plurality of 
semiconductor components, each one of the plurality of components residing on a different one 
of a plurality of semiconductor devices and each one of the components having a common 
location on the semiconductor device (see abstract); and a memory with logic configured to 
determine from the test data which of the plurality of components are defective components 
(column 3, lines 38-41), and further configured to specify on an output report the common 
location of the determined defective fuses when a number of the defective fuses are at least equal 
to a predefined portion to the plurality of components (see abstract). 

Regarding claim 3, Kagami teaches that the semiconductor is on a wafer (column 3, line 

25). 

Regarding claim 7, Kagami teaches retrieving test data corresponding to test results from 
a plurality of semiconductor components, each one of the plurality of components residing on a 
different one of a plurality of semiconductor devices and each one of the components having a 
common location on the semiconductor device (see abstract); determining from the test data 
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which of the plurality of components are defective components (column 3, lines 38-41); and 
specifying on an output report the common location of the determined defective fuses when a 
number of the defective fuses are at least equal to a predefined portion to the plurality of 
components (see abstract). 

Regarding claim 15, Kagami teaches testing the plurality of components (see abstract). 

Regarding claim 21, Kagami teaches receiving from memory test data corresponding to 
test results from a plurality of semiconductor components, each one of the plurality of 
components residing on a different one of a plurality of semiconductor devices and each one of 
the components having a common location on the semiconductor devices (see abstract); 
determining from the test data which of the plurality of components are defective components 
(column 3, lines 38-41); specifying on an output report the common location of the determined 
defective fuses when a number of the defective fuses are at least equal to a predefined portion to 
the plurality of components (see abstract). 

Kagami does not teach that the semiconductor components are fuses (current claims 1, 7, 

21). 

Lehmann et al. teaches a fuse latch circuit to determine if a fuse is defective (see 
paragraph 3). 

Regarding claim 2, Lehmann et al. teaches a fuse test device configured to test a plurality 
of fuses (see Ref 200). 

Regarding claim 5, Lehmann et al. teaches that the semiconductor device resides on an IC 
chip (see paragraph 84). 



Application/Control Number: 10/649,404 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2863 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the teachings of Kagami and Lehmann et al. to determine if fuses are defective. The 
motivation for making this combination would be to save money by testing for defective fuses 
before the defective fuses cause overheating and to save time by checking the fuses all at one 
time. 

2. Claims 13, 14, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kagami in view of Lehmann et al. and further in view of Feinstein (US 6,701,003). 

Regarding claim 16, Kagami teaches means for retrieving test data corresponding to test 
results from a plurality of semiconductor components, each one of the plurality of components 
residing on a different one of a plurality of semiconductor devices and each one of the 
components having a common location on the semiconductor device (see abstract); means for 
determining from the test data which of the plurality of components are defective components 
(column 3, lines 38-41); and means for specifying the common location of the determined 
defective fuses when a number of the defective fuses are at least equal to a predefined portion to 
the plurality of components (see abstract). 

Kagami does not teach that the semiconductor components are fuses (current claim 16). 

Lehmann et al. teaches a fuse latch circuit to determine if a fuse is defective (see 
paragraph 3). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the teachings of Kagami and Lehmann et al. to determine if fuses are defective. The 
motivation for making this combination would be to save money by testing for defective fuses 
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before the defective fuses cause overheating and to save time by checking the fuses all at one 
time. 

Kagami and Lehmann et al. teach all of the limitations of claims 13, 14, and 16 except the 
limitations of displaying the output report (current claims 13 and 16) and printing the output 
report (current claim 14). 

Feinstein teaches printing an error report showing defective components (column 5, lines 

36-38). 

It would have been obvious at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of 
Kagami and Lehmann et al. with the teachings of Feinstein to print the error report. The 
motivation for making this combination would be to have a record of errors to determine if a 
common error is being made and to correct that error. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

3. Claims 4, 6, 8-12, and 17-20 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
The primary reason for the indication of allowability of claim 4 is the inclusion of the 
limitation that the device comprises a fuse test unit configured to test the plurality of fuses when 
the semiconductor device resides on a die. It is this limitation in the claimed combination that 
has not been found, taught, or suggested by the prior art that makes these claims allowable. 
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The primary reason for the indication of allowability of claim 6 is the inclusion of the 
limitation that the device comprises a fuse test unit configured to test the plurality of fuses when 
the semiconductor device resides on a circuit board. It is this limitation in the claimed 
combination that has not been found, taught, or suggested by the prior art that makes these 
claims allowable. 

The primary reason for the indication of allowability of claim 8 is the inclusion of the 
limitation of specifying the predefined portion as a percentage. It is this limitation in the claimed 
combination that has not been found, taught, or suggested by the prior art that makes these 
claims allowable. 

The primary reason for the indication of allowability of claim 9 and 17 is the inclusion of 
the limitation of retrieving the test data corresponding to the test results from a plurality of 
second fuses, each one of the plurality of second fuses residing on a different one of the 
semiconductor devices and each one of the. plurality of second fuses having a second common 
location on the semiconductor devices; determining from the test data which of the plurality of 
second fuses are defective second fuses; and specifying on the output report the second common 
location of the determined defective second fuses when a number of the defective second fuses 
are at least equal to the predefined portion of the plurality of second fuses. It is this limitation in 
the claimed combination that has not been found, taught, or suggested by the prior art that makes 
these claims allowable. 

The primary reason for the indication of allowability of claim 10 and 18 is the inclusion 
of the limitation of retrieving the test data corresponding to the test results from a plurality of 
fuse arrays, each one of the fuse arrays having a plurality of array fuses and each one of the 
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plurality of fuse arrays having a common fuse array location on the semiconductor devices 1 , 
determining from the test data which of the plurality of array fuses are defective array fuses; and 
specifying on the output report the common fuse array location when a number of the defective 
array fuses are at least equal to a predefined portion of the array fuses. It is this limitation in the 
claimed combination that has not been found, taught, or suggested by the prior art that makes 
these claims allowable. 

The primary reason for the indication of allowability of claim 1 1 and 19 is the inclusion 
of the limitation of retrieving the test data corresponding to the test results from a plurality of 
fuse registers, each one of the fuse registers having a plurality of register fuses and each one of 
the plurality of fuse registers having a common fuse register location on the semiconductor 
devices 1 , determining from the test data which of the plurality of register fuses are defective 
register fuses; and specifying on the output report the common fuse register location when a 
number of the defective register fuses are at least equal to a predefined portion of the register 
fuses. It is this limitation in the claimed combination that has not been found, taught, or 
suggested by the prior art that makes these claims allowable. 

The primary reason for the indication of allowability of claim 12 and 20 is the inclusion 
of the limitation of retrieving the test data corresponding to the test results from a grouping of 
fuses, each one of the grouped fuses in the grouping of fuses having a common location on the 
semiconductor devices; determining from the test data which of the grouped fuses are defective; 
and specifying on the output report the common location when a number of the defective 
grouped fuses are at least equal to a predefined portion of the grouped fuses. It is this limitation 



Application/Control Number: 10/649,404 



Page 8 



Art Unit: 2863 

in the claimed combination that has not been found, taught, or suggested by the prior art that 
makes these claims allowable. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Meagan S Walling whose telephone number is (571) 272-2283. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 8:30 AM to 5 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Barlow can be reached on (571) 272-2269. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Supervisory Patent Examiner 
Technology Center 2800 




